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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The Amendment received March 9, 2006 has been entered and carefully 
considered. Claims 1-50 are pending in the application. Claims 2, 4, 6, 8, 10-13, 15, 
17-20, 22, 24, 26-29, 31-32, 34-37, 39, 41-44, 46, 48 & 50 are withdrawn from further 
consideration. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 14, 16, 21, 23, 25, 30, 33, 38, 40, 45, 47 & 49 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

a. In claim 1; 

The added phrase "configured to operate independently of a central processing unit 
(CPU) of the managed computer system" adds too many ambiguities and confusion to 
the claimed invention as follows: 

Firstly, it is unclear as to what is operating independently of the CPU of the 
managed computer system (i.e., remote computer system, remote console, managed 
computer system, board processor). 

Secondly, how does the CPU of the managed computer system structurally and 
functionally inter-coupled to the managed computer system? 

Thirdly, it appears that none of the claimed limitations (i.e., a managed computer 
system, an expansion slot, a bus, a remote console functionality logic structure, etc) 
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have anything to do with the CPU of the managed computer system in the first place. In 
other words, none of the claimed limitations (i.e., before this amendment) had any 
dependency upon the CPU that was never a part of the system in terms performing any 
claimed function. 

Fourthly, it is unclear as to whether the CPU is part of the claimed 
managed system in terms of providing any function, because the amended portions of 
the claims (lines 9-10) contradicts the before amended claims. For example, it appears 
that the processor of the board (a part of the managed computer) controls the logic, but 
the CPU of the managed computer (also a part of the managed computer) does not 
control the managed system. For the above reasons, the added limitations of lines 9-10 
are not utilized by the claimed system, nor contribute any function to the claimed 
system. Furthermore, the amendment does not further limit the claimed invention in 
terms of operation and function. To make a point, it appears that the amended "CPU" 
is not any different than apiece of unused wire or dust in the managed system; they 
both do not contribute any function to the claimed system. 

For the above reasons, the examiner cannot determine the metes and bounds of 
the claimed invention, due to many different possible interpretations of the claimed 
invention. 

The above unclarities are similarly applied to the rest of the amended claims. 
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b. In claim 5; 

The added phrase "configured to operate notwithstanding whether a CPU of the 
managed computer system malfunctions" adds too many ambiguities and confusion to 
the claimed invention as follows: 

Firstly, how does the CPU of the managed system structurally and functionally 
inter-coupled to the management computer system? What functions or operations do 
the CPU provides to the managed system when the CPU does not malfunction? 

Secondly, from the context of the claim 5, it appears that none of the claimed 
limitations (i.e., a managed computer system, I/O processor, video controller, a bus, 
remote console functionality logic structure, etc) have anything to do with the CPU of 
the managed computer system in the first place. In other words, none of the claimed 
limitations (i.e., before this amendment) had any thing to do with the malfunctioning of 
the CPU. 

Thirdly, it is unclear as to whether the CPU is part of the claimed managed 
system in terms of providing any function, because the amended portions of the claims 
(lines 9-10) contradicts the before amended claims. For example, it appears that the 
processor of the board (a part of the managed computer) controls the logic, but the CPU 
of the managed computer (also a part of the managed computer) does not control the 
managed system. For the above reasons, the added limitations of lines 5-6 are not 
utilized by the claimed system, nor contribute any function to the claimed system. 
Furthermore, the amendment does not further limit the claimed invention in terms of 
operation and function. To make a point, it appears that the amended "CPU" is not any 
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different than apiece of unused wire or dust in the managed system; they both do not 
contribute any function to the claimed system; in addition, the claimed managed system 
properly operates even when the CPU malfunctions. 

For the above reasons, the examiner cannot determine the metes and bounds of 
the claimed invention, due to many different possible interpretations of the claimed 
invention. 

The above unclarities are similarly applied to the rest of the amended claims, 
c. In claim 9; 

The added phrase "with diverting resources from a system processor of the managed 
computer system" adds too many ambiguities and confusion to the claimed invention as 
follows: 

Firstly, how does the system processor of the managed computer system 
structurally and functionally inter-coupled to the management computer system in terms 
of having any relationship with the resources? What functions or operations do the 
system processor provides to the managed system in terms of affecting resources of 
the system. 

Secondly, from the context of the claim 9, it is unclear as to whether the system 
processor is connected to the bus. If not, the above limitations do not further limit the 
previous claimed invention; if so, the claimed limitation do not further limit from the 
claimed invention, since the amended claim 9 still do not provide any functional or 
structural relationship to support diverting or without diverting resource limitation. 
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Thirdly, similar to claims 1 and 5, the added "system processor" does not have 
anything to do with the claimed limitations (i.e., claim 9 does not provide any hint or 
explanation as to how the system processor is functionally or structurally interconnected 
to the bus); therefore, it is unclear as to how the added limitations is accomplished (i.e., 
the examiner has to rely on the common knowledge or guess what the applicant is 
trying to claim). In addition, the added limitation is not utilized by the claimed system. 

To make a point, it appears that the amended "system processor" is not any 
different or further limiting than apiece of unused wire or dust in the managed system; 
they both do not contribute any function to the claimed system. 

For the above reasons, the examiner cannot determine the metes and bounds of 
the claimed invention, due to many different possible interpretations of the claimed 
invention. 

The above unclarities are similarly applied to the rest of the amended claims, 
d. Claims 16, 23, 30, 33, 40 & 47; 

As for the rest of the independent claims 16, 23, 30, 33, 40 & 47, the unclarities 
of the claims 1 , 5 & 9 are similarly applied; the nature of the unclarities of the above 
independent claims are substantially identical. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed February 27, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive because, as can be seen from the 1 12 rejection above, the 
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amendment introduced too many unclarities & indefiniteness that the examiner cannot 
properly determine the metes and bounds of the claimed invention. 



For the above reasons, the examiner maintains the art rejection as follows. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 14, 16, 21, 23, 25, 30, 33, 38, 40, 45, 47 &49 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Youngblood et al. (5,062,059). 

e. In figure 1 and the respective descriptive sections disclose the teachings 
of the claimed limitations as follows: 

Claims 1, 3 Youngblood (figure 1) 

• A computer system, comprising 

o System of figure 1 

• A bus for interconnecting managed computer system with an expansion slot 

o (26) for interconnecting (HOST) with a connection with 
(1) 

• An expansion board comprising a processor the board disposed in the expansion 
slot; and 

o (1) comprising (8) connected to (26) 

• a remote console functionality assist logic structure controlled by the processor to 
provide video signal generated by the managed computer system to a remote 
computer system 

o (1, 14) controlled by (8) to provide video signal generated 
by the (26) to (14, 23) 
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wherein the remote console functionality assist logic structure comprises a video 
encoder for encoding video signals transmitted between a video controlled and a 
system processor associated with he managed computer system 

o (1,14) comprises (22) graphic controller - well known to 
have video encoder/decoder 



Claims 5, 7 Youngblood (figure 1) 

• A computer system, comprising 

o System of figure 1 

• An input/output (I/O) processor disposed on a bus 

o (1,14) 

• A video controller disposed on the bus 

o Obvious feature of HOST, since the HOST provides 
video to (22 & 23) 

• a remote console functionality assist logic structure disposed on the bus, 

o (1,14) 

• the structure controlled by the processor to provide video signals of the video 
controller to a remote computer system 

o (1,14) controlled by (8) to provide video signal generated 
by the (26) to (14, 23) 

• wherein the remote console functionality assist logic structure comprises a video 
encoder for encoding video signals of the video controlled 

o (1,14) comprises (22) graphic controller - well known to 
have video encoder/decoder 



Claims 9, 14 Youngblood (figure 1) 

• A computer system, comprising 

o System of figure 1 

• A bus adapted to connect a plurality of devices and an expansion slot 

o (26) adapted to connect devices and (1) 

• An add-in board disposed in the expansion slot, the add-in board comprising a 
processor 

o (1) comprising (8) connected to (26) 

• a remote server console device adapted to communicate on the bus, the device 
having a remote console functionally assist logic structure controlled by the 
processor 

o (1, 14) controlled by (8) 

• wherein the remote console functionality assist logic structure comprises a video 
encoder for encoding video signals of a video controller associated with the 
computer system. 
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o (1, 14) comprises (22) graphic controller - well known to 
have video encoder/decoder 



Claims 16. 21 Youngblood (figure 1) 

• A remote server management control system for a computer system 

o System of figure 1 

• The computer system comprising a bus adapted to connect a plurality of devices 
and an expansion slot 

• A bus adapted to connect a plurality of devices and an expansion slot 

o (26) adapted to connect devices and (1) 

• An add-in board disposed in the expansion slot, the add-in board comprising a 
processor 

o (1) comprising (8) connected to (26) 

• a remote server console device adapted to communicate on the bus, the device 
having a remote console functionally assist logic structure controlled by the 
processor 

o (1, 14) controlled by (8) 

• wherein the remote console functionality assist logic structure comprises a video 
encoder for encoding video signals of a video controller associated with the 
computer system. 

o (1,14) comprises (22) graphic controller - well known to 
have video encoder/decoder 



Claims 23, 25 Youngblood (figure 1) 

• A remotely managed computer system, comprising 

o System of figure 1 

• A system processor operably coupled to an (I/O) bus 

o (8, 12) oeratly coupled to (26, 27) 

• A video controller disposed on the bus to provide video signals to the remotely 
managed computer system 

o Obvious feature of HOST, since the HOST provides 
video to (22 & 23) 

• a remote console functionality assist logic structure disposed on the bus, 

o (1, 14) 

• the logic structure adapted to capture the video signals of the video controller and 
direct video information to a remote computer system 

o (1,14) controlled by (812) to provide video signal 
generated by the (26) to (14, 23) 

• wherein the remote console functionality assist logic structure comprises a video 
encoder for encoding video signals of the video controller 
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o (1 , 14) comprises (22) graphic controller - well known to 
have video encoder/decoder 

f. The difference between the claimed invention and the Youngblood's is 
that the Youngblood reference does not expressly disclose the claimed limitation 
regarding add-in board-expansion slot; however, such difference in limitation is 
commonly practiced or even an standard practice in the art of bus 
addition/expansion technique/system, such as the Youngblood system and the 
claimed system. The motivation for such practice is to have modular design for 
easy upgrade, add or expand system. One skill in the art should know the 
benefit of the modular designed system. The examiner takes official notice on 
such well known technique and/or common practice. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in 
the art to be easily motivated to have or add the add-in board (1 , 14) to the 
Youngblood's system for the well known motivation of easy/modular 
addition/expansion, for the reason stated above. 

g. As for method claims 30, 33, 38, 40, 45, 47 & 49, the teachings of the 
apparatus claims 1 , 3, 5, 7. 9, 14, 16, 21 , 23 & 25 are similarly applied. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher B. Shin whose telephone number is 571- 
272-4159. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30-5:00 M,Tu,Th,F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Donald Sparks can be reached on 571-272-4201. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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